May -31, 1975 



Mr. Garry Wills 
c 'o The Washington Star 
Washington, D. c. 

Dear Mr. Willis: 

If you had set out to write about me maliciously and deliberately to 
misrepresent what else you pretended to be writing about in your col- 
umn that appeared in the Washington Star May 39, you could not have 
succeeded better. The complete lack of fidelity - to my work, public 
statements or private correspondence? the the contents of that and 
other formerly TOP SECRET Warren Commission executive session tran* 
scripts (.no, they are not mere ’’conversations"); to the thrust of the 
3 a ®° urats story and fair representation of the words of the de- 
llberating members of the Warren Commission; and even to the supposed 
denial of the report that Oswald had had federal connections - suggests 
you have these intentions* * 

And your past writing to live with. 

ETot only am I not a ,f conspirator ialist”, I alone among those regarded 
as critics of the Warren Report take public issue with those who are. 
About my work and at this Juncture your false representation, for 
which there is no basis other than your prejudice and preconception, 
this amounts to libel. ^ * 

"Mr. Weisberg knows very well what it is all about." True. But does 
Mr. Wills? Or is he a deliberate liar? 

You are not faithful to the story Lonnie Hudkins wrote. The number 
onl£ was made-up to entrap the FBI into proving it was illegally eaves- 
dropping and intimidating those working on the story, (/hen the FBI 
did show up within a half-hour, any doubts about their illegal activity? 

Joe Gouldsn was not in on this. How could you honestly drag in all 
these irrelevancies and leave out his independent story? 



He was not. The 



You said Hudkins was a Warren Commission witness, 
list appears in the Report (see p, 49°). 

You are entirely unfaithful to the sense of that and other Warren Com- 
mission executive sessions and to the accurate AP account of this one 
it did not center on the number. The Commission's concern was put suc- 
cinctly by General Counsel J. Lee Rankin five days later in another of 
of these until -me TOP SECRET" sessions: They had a "dirty rumor" and 

their function was not to investigsce^but to "wipe it out!" 

Consistent with this fortmJation, the "Commissi on began with the precon- 
th ®re could not have been a conspiracy and that Oswald was 
the lone assassin. Their work outlines prove this. Thus, in the part 
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qi-nt-pd that if Ska report of Oswald as an agent 
we^Sue^ people would "think there was a conspiracy" and " nothin S 
the Commission did or anybody could dissipate. Lsicj 
Before any: investigation? Before the Commission was even fully 
organized? 

To former CIA chief, then Commissioner Allen Dulles, the mere oug 
was "terrible." . ■ 

"Fantastic," the late Commissioner/ Congressman Hale Boggs agreed. 
"Terrific," was the rejoinder. 

TJnicuelv in this case Hoover and the FBI reached a "conclusion': A 

/jSnp "Red" assassin and no conspiracy. This was long before its 

lir^aKov» 

quit.” 

iOggs saw it: "This closes the case, you see. Don't you see. 

lies, I see that," Dulles came back. 

hjhis is by no means the only time or place the Commission acknowledged 
j * 4 . i -n forsYsr sscrcfc tliHti Hoover H&d tiie 

'transcript, tOO. 

following discussion of the FBI's foreclosing on any 
its '>tvoical reaching of conclusions when that was not the FBI s pra 

n ,-the stenotypist's tape. 

\\ //rn^ciiT oa a federal court held, this transcript and others were 
vy /Illegal y, SECRET " Where is that good conservatism and its sense 

o/outrage o“r ^‘conduct? 0 , «. faliaifiaatlcn b, the 

!j agencies to keep these kind* of reeonds "StioSl 

* them suppressed, the government alleged they held the kma oi nano uu. 
security** secrets that could start a war. 

Unlike You. who rushed Into print equating your prejudice with fact, I 

Sv/beS iorSns on thia for more then 11 yeer. .. !£»• 

had been illegally withheld from me since 1967. Do you believe 

Snd of iSorLtion should be withheld from the people in a 

tive society? Or from lawmakers when it is a 3 ui generis ins ig 

how commissions and other bodies work when they believe they will never 

be found out? 

,J> , tin less an authority than Allen Dulles (in the January 27 session) said 

'W*' g? A jSy is Jight and proper, the ultimate in patriotic dedication; 

that CIA people frame each other; that he would withhold i nf °F ma |£° n . 
S » the Secretary*^ Defense; and that the kinds of people i I and 
CIA use are "terrible characters," £ 0 u libel me for bringing this to 
light in an entirely unpaid, decade-long effort. 
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So far am I from your "conspiratorialist” libel that I refused to 
change my first book to charge what you attribute to me when this was 
a condition of publication by a respected major publisher. That is 
what made me my own publisher. It was on precisely the question you 
raise out of context, too. Instead of yielding to promises of finan- 
cial reward, I spent another ten years digging. 

Five Freedom of Information lawsuits later, when I make the results of 
this work public without even getting back the cost of xeroxing, you 
assail me for making freely available only xeroxes of the document? 

This is public indecency, not journalism. 

Is the late conservative Senator Richard Russell a "conspiratorialist" 
to you? He had his own doubts about the Warren Report. He encouraged 
my efforts to disprove it. One area of his doubt was exactly what 
these transcripts deal with and you misrepresent. He told me the 
executive agencies were neither fully informative nor truthful. I 
have official redords in which he also said this, pointedly. 

If your interests included truth and accuracy, you would not have 
written so malicious and dishonest a column without minimum checking. 
With someone other than yourself, that is. You might even have read 
these transcripts. 

The timing of this - prejudicial column that in so many ways departs 
from traditional journalism and its norms, while it may be no more 
than coincidence, is a matter on which I desire to make a record be- 
tween us. 

In November 1974- there was much more attention to my publication of 
the January 27 transcript which I had received earlier {C. A. 2052-73, 
federal district court, Washington) . AP, UPI and the Washington Post 
syndicated large and accurate stories. Despite much more extensive ' 
attention to the January 27 transcript, you did not find that worthy 
of your attention or comment, although that is the one transcript 
which goes into detail about that which you took out of fair context 
from the AP's accurate reporting of the January 22 transcript. 

However, the first story broke prior to the disclosures of improper 
CIA and FBI activity and subsequent investigations. 

The story you misuse was printed in the Sunday papers of May 18, after 
investigations of the FBI and CIA were under way and after an obvious 
campaign of misdirecting leaks, too. 

You ignored wider-spread reporting when there were no charges pending 
against either agency, reporting based on another verbatim official 
transcript only . Then you suddenly become a partisan again only after 
charges against these agencies. 



How only you go into an alleged personal investigation for a book that 
makes you a partisan. You disguise this in your column. You do not 
go into any real investigation. If in fact yours was thorough, it had 
to tell you &hat neither transcript nor your column includes. 

This begins with the certainty that the allegation of Oswald's con- 
nections was not fabricated as you say it was. It includes other 
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details and the fact that, although the story earlier had been widely 
printed, the FBI had not given to the Commission reports of inquiries 
it had made. Or, fee Commission lied. Take your choice. With only 
10,000,000 words made public in 27 volumes, naturally there was no 
space for these FBI reports. 

It seems to me that any reference to any opinion you hold of me is 
entirely irrelevant to the actual words of the members of the Warren 
Commission and the meaning the press independently takes from them. 

It also seems to me that you owe me an explanation of this combination 
of the unusual. If it is only a pro forma denial that your column has 
no ulterior purpose of any kind. I Part of what you denied your readers 
is the Warren Commission’s decision that it could not accept Hoover's 
denials, which is what it did. But no matter; I'll welcome 



t you have your syndicate and a copy of this letter to each 



ubscribers. If you have a shred of self-respect, you will 
a.iJUj.u S iz.c to your readers if not to me. 







Sincerely, 



Harold Weisberg 





